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eXecutIVe suMMArY

arts and heritage institutions, it assesses the 
progress of digitisation in 22 countries. These 
countries are graded according to their cultural 
institutions’ online presence, their web and 
mobile interaction with audiences, the electronic 
access they accord to their archives, and the 
digital educational initiatives they undertake 
with external communities. 

Broadly, as might be expected, digitisation is 
more advanced among the cultural institutions 
of developed countries in Europe and North 
America, and less so across emerging markets, 
especially in Latin America and Africa. There 
are a few exceptions: institutions in Australia 
and France, for example, sit near the bottom in 
at least one category, while those from China 
and Indonesia figure near the top in another. 
Progress is also uneven – including in wealthier 
countries – when viewing the different areas of 
operation where digital technologies are brought 
to the fore. Museums, galleries, and theatres in 
many countries have made considerable strides, 
for example, in creating rich, user-friendly 
websites, and in using social media to expand 
their audiences. The same cannot be said of how 
they have used digital tools to allow patrons 
to interact with art and culture, or their digital 
educational initiatives, an area where they have 
considerable potential to advance the cause of 
greater cultural learning.

For many years, the cultural sector remained 
one of the very few to be only lightly touched by 
the disruption that Internet- and mobile-driven 
changes were bringing to other industries and 
segments of society. That is no longer the case. 
Cultural institutions in much of the world are now 
busy deploying digital technologies and quickly 
trying to make up for lost time.
  
Those who appreciate arts and culture can now 
use online platforms to view and learn about the 
collections of museums, archives and heritage 
sites. Fans of ballet and opera can watch 
performances online and easily book tickets 
to view them in person. Digitally savvy people 
most everywhere can use their mobile devices 
to learn about their own nation’s cultural riches 
and those of other countries. Digital advances 
are also changing how librarians, archivists, 
curators, and artists themselves work.

However, this progress, which we term 
“cultural digitisation”, is extremely uneven 
across countries and regions, and even within 
countries. To track it, and hopefully provide 
institutions, policymakers and professionals 
in the cultural sector with insight into the 
opportunities and challenges of digitisation, The 
Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU), commissioned 
by Google, has created The Cultural Digitisation 

Scorecard. Based on data collected from 243 
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collections. In every country bar one, cultural 
institutions – in the developing as well as 
developed world – earn relatively high grades  
for website functionality and quality, with  
France and Japan the leaders.

Social media is emerging as a powerful 
marketing tool but remains a challenge 
for many institutions. UK and US cultural 
institutions score well above all others—by  
nearly 20 points--when it comes to using social 
media for marketing and audience development. 
For some countries there is a wide divergence in 
scores for website development and social media 
presence. Japan, for example, scores 80 out of 
100 possible points for website development but 
only 27.5 points for social media presence, the 
largest gap of any. The US and UK, by contrast, 
score higher on social media than on website 
development. Those who excel find the use  
of varied types of social media activity such  
as video sharing and microblogging to be 
particularly useful in attracting visitors,  
whether virtual or otherwise. 

Globally, consumers of culture are broadly 
satisfied with the online access they have 
to most types of cultural institutions – but 
there are exceptions. Almost six in ten survey 
respondents (59%) are reasonably or very 
satisfied with digital access to the collections  
of museums; the figures are only slightly lower 
when it comes to performing arts institutions 
(57%) and heritage sites (56%). The global 
figures mask stark differences between 
countries, however. In Japan, for example,  

In addition to creating the Scorecard, The 
EIU undertook a survey of 2,200 individuals – 
“consumers” of culture--in the same countries  
to understand their use of digital tools to  
access arts and culture and the extent to  
which institutions are meeting their needs.
Finally, we conducted 25 in-depth interviews 
with professionals at arts and heritage 
institutions, artists and other members of  
the sector to understand their experience  
with digitisation.

The key findings of the study are summarised 
below.
 
Funding is the most obvious, but not the  
only, explanation for the digital divide  
between developed and developing countries. 
The lack of Internet access also plays a role 
in the level of digitisation in some countries 
under study. A lack of awareness of the  
benefits of digitisation, among both culture 
professionals and consumers, further impedes 
digital progress. This is the case in Africa, Latin 
America and parts of Asia, according to culture 
professionals and policymakers in these regions. 
But some also see resistance starting to break 
down, and believe the examples of a few high-
profile digitisation projects can go a long way 
toward changing people’s minds. 

Website development is where cultural 
institutions globally have made the greatest 
digital progress overall. Websites are the 
primary channel through which Internet 
users can view and learn about institutions’ 
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felt a greater sense of urgency to preserve  
their cultural assets. 

Heritage sites do not seem to be meeting 
consumer desire to engage with their  
cultural heritage, particularly in Asia.  
In the survey conducted for this report, 
more than six in ten respondents from China, 
Indonesia and India say they plan to use  
digital tools “to promote, document or record  
my country’s cultural heritage”. Yet the 
digitisation progress of heritage sites in China 
and India are graded as nascent and in Indonesia 
as emerging. Such desires are similarly strong  
in Africa, where 63% of Kenyan and 40% of  
South African respondents plan to use digital 
tools for this purpose.

Demand for digital education is not being  
met by cultural institutions. The survey 
registers keen appetites around the world  
for self-education about the arts through  
digital channels. It is particularly strong  
in developing countries, such as Mexico, 
Thailand, China and India. In Mexico, for 
example,75% of respondents use digital  
tools to educate themselves about culture,  
and 21% plan to start doing so. The figures  
are comparable among individuals in Russia, 
India, and Kenya. Globally, 46% say they 
currently use digital tools to educate their 
children or other family and friends about 
culture; another 37% plan to start doing this.
However, most institutions in the scorecard 
– including in the developed world – struggle 
to meet this demand. Indeed, most countries 

less than half of individuals (45%) in the survey 
are satisfied with their digital access to museums, 
and only 33% are happy with performing arts 
theatres. This jars with the relatively high 
scorecard grades earned by Japan’s institutions 
for their websites, which suggests that while the 
latter may be advancing, they are not meeting 
users’ needs in full.

Digital access appears to boost rather than 
reduce physical engagement with cultural 
content. Professionals frequently worry their 
digital success will create a substitution effect – 
that online viewers will no longer see the need 
to visit cultural venues in person. The research 
results suggest otherwise: 52% of survey 
respondents refute the notion that they attend 
fewer exhibitions or events because of digital 
access. Over one-third (36%), on the contrary, 
say their ability to access information digitally 
leads them to physically engage with culture 
more than they might have otherwise.
 
Developing country institutions do better  
in archive digitisation.  Most institutions in  
the scorecard are categorised as nascent in  
this category. Institutions in China and  
Indonesia – home to some of the world’s  
oldest heritage sites and collections –  
number among the scorecard leaders in 
reproducing their holdings in digital images. 
Museums and archives in Mexico, Peru and 
Thailand also earn comparatively good grades  
in affording digital access to their archives.  
It is perhaps no coincidence that these  
countries, prone to natural disasters, have  
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receive their lowest ranking in this category. 
Large museums and theatres have long provided 
arts and culture courses and teaching materials, 
but relatively few (with the exception of large  
UK institutions, a matter that will be discussed 
in the body of this report) have managed to shift 
these activities to digital platforms.   n
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IntroDuctIon 

cultural institutions have integrated  
digital technology firmly into their work,  
but this is not uniformly the case, particularly  
in developing countries.

Barriers to digitisation. There are a number  
of explanations for this. One is limited funding. 
Large arts and heritage institutions may have 
sizeable budgets, but most are not-for-profit; 
in many countries they are government-owned. 
As such, they rely on public funding of one form 
or another, including charitable contributions. 
Smaller institutions are often privately owned, 
but few are run as commercial businesses. 
Deploying advanced digital technologies is  
often an expensive proposition, and has 
tended to be given low priority in perennially 
constrained budgets. 

Another major hindrance relates to the nature 
of arts and heritage itself. Computer graphics, 
animation and immersion technologies such 
as augmented reality may be widely used by 
visual artists today, but most art and heritage 
collections around the world consist of works 
created decades or centuries ago with the (non-
digital) tools available at the time. Tradition 
has dictated a separation between technology 
and older art, at least in its viewing. The same 
may be said of musical and theatrical works of 
past centuries, although the barriers to digital 

In the 1970s art historians John and Susan 
Huntington began systematically photographing 
works of art and architecture across Asia. By 
the early 1990s they had amassed over 300,000 
slides and photographs documenting items 
of Buddhist and other Asian heritage dating 
back three millennia. In order to make the 
photographs available to the public, they set 
about using digital imaging technology both to 
reproduce their original photos in digital form 
and to build a technology-based repository 
holding their images. The digitised collection was 
later placed online for scholars, educators and 
the public as the Internet came of age.

This example shows that the alliance of digital 
technology with arts and heritage is not a new 
phenomenon. Art, history and archaeological 
museums began digitising their collections 
(recording each item in high-resolution images 
and with accompanying descriptions) at about 
the same time as the Huntingtons, also making 
these valuable materials available to the public.

Even in the world’s wealthier countries, however, 
digital has penetrated the cultural sector to a 
limited degree in comparison with other sectors. 
There are few commercial businesses today in any 
part of the world where computers and software 
do not drive or support key operations. The 
same cannot be said of arts and heritage. Major 
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“Opening and operating any museum  

or gallery requires you to have a  

long-term horizon, especially under a  

non-profit framework. You can’t expect  

to rake in loads of income, but if you  

do a good job, you can have a massive 

impact on society as a whole. You  

create a great deal of intangible value.  

Digitisation is a means for us to do that.”

- Lobo Lai, director,  
Aurora Museum (Shanghai)

Finally, there are regulatory and legal barriers. 
Institutions--particularly smaller institutions-
-struggle with uncertainty around copyright 
issues and, according to interviewees, tend to err 
on the side of caution when it comes to digitising 
collections and making them available. There are 
also concerns in some countries about violating 
laws related to Internet use and free speech. 

The heritage of nations. Cultural treasures  
can nonetheless be viewed and experienced by 
far greater numbers of people than was possible 
even a decade ago. Their maintenance, however, 
is usually the responsibility of institutions 
operating within environments shaped  
by national government policies. In seeking 
to understand the global impact of digital 
technology on the world of culture, it  

experimentation here (in the staging of works, 
for example) have arguably been lower.

Arts and heritage is about more than its physical 
presentation, however. As the earlier example 
suggests, there is now widespread acceptance 
that the use of digital technology can make 
a large contribution to the preservation and 
archiving of works of art, historical artefacts and 
documents. Well-crafted websites and online 
databases can educate and inform Internet 
users anywhere about the works featured and 
their creators. Mobile technologies and social 
media can be used by institutions to attract 
larger or even entirely new audiences to view 
their works, digitally or in person. The creative 
use of interactive tools can also enhance the 
consumption of art without encroaching upon 
the original work or its environment. Finally, the 
deployment of advanced data technologies can 
help institutions maintain their assets and run 
their operations much more efficiently than was 
previously possible.

A third factor not to be forgotten is that citizens 
in many countries do not enjoy universal Internet 
access. This is especially true when it comes to the 
broadband speeds needed to reach and navigate 
today’s graphics- and functionality-rich websites 
that some cultural institutions operate. (Among 
the countries in the scorecard, in 2015 fixed 
broadband penetration ranged from a high of 41% 
of households in France to a low of 0.3% in Kenya, 
according to the International Telecommunications 
Union, although mobile broadband penetration is 
higher in most countries. 
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documents. The definition encompasses cultural 
institutions’ online presence, their web and 
mobile interaction with audiences, and the 
electronic access they accord to their archives, 
as well as the digital educational initiatives they 
undertake with external communities. (The 
country scores are derived using data obtained 
from 243 institutions – museums, heritage 
sites, performing arts theatres and archives; 
see the Appendix for a detailed methodology 
description.) Each of these areas is addressed  

is therefore useful to view cultural institutions  
in a comparative country context.

That is the purpose of this study. It assesses the 
progress of digitisation among arts and heritage 
institutions in 22 countries in different regions 
of the world and at different levels of economic 
development. In building the Cultural Digitisation 

Scorecard, The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) 
has defined digitisation in broader terms than 
simply the digital reproduction of artefacts or 

Cultural Digitisation Scorecard

Note: all scores are on a 0-100 scale. Includes mobile. 

1. Website  
assessment 

2. Social  
media  

presence

3.Interactive  
experience 

capacity

4. Digital  
access 

 to archives

5. Digital educa-
tion initiativeas

Argentina 56.7 33.5 31 27.9 15.5

Australia 71.7 64.2 28.8 32.1 19.5

China 62.7 35.9 35.3 56.4 26.2

France 80.8 64.2 49.2 38 5.2

Germany 76.2 44.4 42.7 40.2 30

India 51.2 28.2 32.3 24.7 21.4

Indonesia 42.7 36.4 17.5 50.8 9.5

Israel 61 37.3 35.9 36.5 30

Italy 68.6 54.2 60.3 41.8 16.7

Japan 80.1 27.5 42.6 69.1 36.4

Kenya 51.8 20.4 11.3 19.5 15.6

Mexico 52.4 46.4 48 46.5 42.9

Peru 61.4 44.4 38.1 45.7 39.7

Russia 60.5 52.3 38.6 33.9 19

South Africa 59.2 45 36.1 22.6 35.1

South Korea 58.2 32 50 49.9 21.4

Spain 68 64.1 60.6 51.4 45.5

Thailand 54.7 21.6 31.8 37.8 14.3

Turkey 59.5 23 29 39.9 12.9

United Arab Emirates 67.6 58 27.9 4.7 7.9

United Kingdom 79.1 85.7 51.3 56.6 62.3

United States of America 78.6 82.7 53.7 73.4 49

Legend:         Advanced (71-100)                  Progressing (51-70)                   Emerging (31-50)                  Nascent (0-30)
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in the chapters that follow. The study also  
takes into account the “demand” side of culture,  
using a survey of 2,200 individuals across  
all 22 countries which captures how people  
use digital technology to access and learn 
about arts and heritage. The results help us 
to understand how the digitisation efforts of 
cultural institutions align with the practices  
and needs of consumers of culture. One thing 
is clear: audiences are becoming increasingly 
technology-savvy, and most cultural institutions 
will find it a difficult and continuous challenge  
to keep pace with their demands.   n
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the culturAl DIgItIsAtIon 
scorecArD: oVerVIew

 

“France has come far in the past ten years. 

The credit has to go to ardent museum 

staff and, in more recent years, to the 

Ministry of Culture and Communication. It 

has a department, for example, devoted 

to the digital aspects of culture. There are 

working groups  on digital that meet every 

two months. We have a focus group about 

community management, we have a focus 

group about mobile applications, and 

so on. The department is a great  help to 

people like me  working in the field.”

- Coline Aunis, head of web and social  
media, Museum of European and 

Mediterranean Civilisations (Marseilles)

 

 
Developing countries conversely dominate 
the lower half of the table in most scorecard 
categories. Among the exceptions are Chinese and 
Indonesian institutions, which number among 
the leaders in terms of archive digitisation, and 
Australia, which scores in the lower reaches of 

Based on their scores, each country’s institutions 
are graded as digitally “advanced”, “progressing”, 
“emergent” or “nascent”.

It will come as little surprise that cultural 
institutions in developed-world countries – the 
US and UK, as well as Spain, France and Japan – 
figure near the top of most categories of digital 
activity. Only those in the US and UK, however, earn 
advanced grades in more than one category: both 
countries in terms of their websites and their social 
media activity, and US institutions additionally 
when it comes to digital access to archives.

Ample resources may be one explanation for 
developed country strength in these areas, 
although budgets for digital initiatives are often 
constrained even in the biggest institutions. This  
is the case, for example, at New York’s Carnegie 
Hall, according to Chris Amos, its chief digital 
officer. A resource that is not lacking, he says, 
is people with a balance of digital skills and 
knowledge of their cultural field, and he believes 
this to be the case at  the city’s other cultural 
institutions. Digital skills are in similarly good 
supply across Germany’s arts sector, in the view  
of Christoph Scholz, director of Bayreuth-based 
SC Exhibitions, which organises musical and other 
cultural events in German-speaking Europe.
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France’s cultural institutions – among the leaders 
in most other categories – score lowest among all 
the countries in the study.

the table for interactive experience capacity and 
digital access to their archives. When it comes 
to undertaking digital educational initiatives, 

1. Website Assessment

3. Interactive experience capacity

5. Digital education initiatives

2. Social Media Presence

4. Digital access to archives
RANKING                  COUNTRY    SCORE

RANKING                  COUNTRY    SCORE

RANKING                  COUNTRY    SCORERANKING                  COUNTRY    SCORE

RANKING                  COUNTRY    SCORE

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8=
8=
10

1
2
3=
3=
5
6
7
8
9
10

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

80.8
80.1
79.1
78.6
76.2
71.7
68.6
68.0
67.6
62.7

60.6
60.3
53.7
51.3
50.0
49.2
48.0
42.7
42.6
38.6

62.3
49.0
45.5
42.9
39.7
36.4
35.1
30.0
30.0
26.2

85.7
82.7
64.2
64.2
64.1
58.0
54.2
52.3
46.4
45.0

73.4
69.1
56.6
56.4
51.4
50.8
49.9
46.5
45.7
41.8

France 
Japan
United Kingdom 
United States of America
Germany
Australia
Italy 
Spain
United Arab Emirates
China

Spain
Italy 
United States of America
United Kingdom 
South Korea
France 
Mexico 
Germany
Japan
Russia

United Kingdom 
United States of America
Spain
Mexico 
Peru
Japan
South Africa
Israel
Germany
China

United Kingdom 
United States of America
Australia
France 
Spain
United Arab Emirates
Italy 
Russia
Mexico 
South Africa

United States of America
Japan
United Kingdom 
China
Spain
Indonesia
South Korea
Mexico 
Peru
Italy 
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of cases, countries’ cultural digitisation efforts 
are deemed as either emerging or nascent. This 
vantage point also reveals that institutions in some 
developing countries are progressing comparatively 
well in their digitisation efforts. These include the 
museums and archives of China, Indonesia and 
Mexico, as well as archives in Peru and Thailand.

Finally, there are regulatory and legal barriers. 
Institutions--particularly smaller institutions-
-struggle with uncertainty around copyright 

The ranking of countries holds largely true across 
the four different types of institutions in the 
scorecard. US museums and performing arts 
theatres earn advanced grades in digitisation, as do 
UK heritage sites and archives1. Spanish museums 
also emerge as digitally advanced. No other 
countries’ cultural institutions qualify as such, 
however. Several countries’ archives are deemed 
as progressing toward full digitisation, as are the 
museums of half a dozen countries. In the majority 

Top 10 countries and overall scores by institution type

1 The scorecard results show UK heritage sites and archives outperforming museums in digitisation. This echoes a finding of a 2013 study conducted by Nesta (a not-for-profit organisation 
promoting innovation in the country) that “Museums are less likely than the rest of the [cultural] sector to report positive impacts from digital technologies.” Nesta, Digital culture: How 
arts and cultural organisations in England use technology, 2013.

MUSEUMS 

Spain   80.9 

United States of America  74.5 

Japan   64.5 

United Kingdom   62.6 

Italy    61.8 

Germany  53.6 

Mexico   52.5 

China   52.1 

France   49.2 

Australia  48.7 

PERFORMING ARTS 

United States of America  74.7 

South Korea  60.8 

United Kingdom   58.4 

Spain   55.8 

Italy    52.2 

Germany  51.9 

Australia  49.9 

Mexico   47.2 

China   46.8 

Russia   46.7 

HERITAGE 

United Kingdom   75.4 

United States of America  58.6 

France   49.2 

South Africa  44.0 

Japan   42.7 

Turkey   39.7 

Russia   37.8 

Peru   36.8 

Indonesia  36.8 

Italy    35.4 

ARCHIVES 

United Kingdom   71.7 

United States of America  62.7 

Spain   60.8 

Japan   59.0 

Peru   57.8 

Thailand  56.6 

Mexico   56.1 

Australia  54.4 

France   53.5 

China   52.7 
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Satisfaction dips (to 48%) when it comes  
to access to archives and libraries.

There is considerable variation in satisfaction 
levels across countries, however. In some 
countries, consumers of culture are distinctly 
less satisfied with digital access than the scores 
earned by their countries’ institutions would 
suggest. This is particularly evident in Japan, 
where 45% of individuals are satisfied with their 
digital access to museum collections, and only 
33% are satisfied when it comes to performing 
arts theatres. In France, 79% of individuals 
seem happy with online access to museums, but 
only 50% say the same about performing arts 
theatres. In the UK, consumer satisfaction levels 
in regard to both types of institutions are lower 
than their advanced scorecard grades would 
suggest (64% satisfaction with museums and 
52% satisfaction with performing arts theatres).

At a more fundamental level, a comparison  
of the survey and scorecard results points to  
a big mismatch in several countries between 
citizens’ eagerness to consume culture and  
their institutions’ ability to give them digital 
access to it. This gap is pronounced in Mexico, 
for example, where respondents emerge as the 
hungriest of all for drama theatre and opera 
performances, but where performing arts 
institutions earn no more than an emerging 
grade in the scorecard. Indian respondents 
likewise display the strongest appetite in the 
survey for ballet and a healthy one for dramatic 
performances, but its performing arts theatres 
are near the bottom of that category.

issues and, according to interviewees, tend to err 
on the side of caution when it comes to digitising 
collections and making them available. There are 
also concerns in some countries about violating 
laws related to Internet use and free speech.

“With a few exceptions, museums  

and other cultural institutions in 

Argentina are firmly based in the 19th 

century. They need to better understand 

what digital technologies can do,  

and learn how to use digital as a  

story-telling platform. Part of my  

job is to build awareness in Buenos  

Aires of how this can be done.”

- Enrique Avogadro, secretary of  
culture and creativity, Argentina  

National Ministry of Culture

How do the scorecard assessments fit with 
consumer perceptions of cultural digitisation? 
Our survey respondents’ degree of satisfaction 
with their online access to different types of 
institutions is generally positive. Globally, 59% 
of individuals surveyed say they are reasonably  
or very satisfied with their ability to use digital 
tools to access the works of museums, and the 
figure is 57% when it comes to performing  
arts institutions. The majority (56%) are  
similarly satisfied with their ability to access  
the treasures of heritage sites online. 
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is involved in digitising archives of historical 
documents, also encounters resistance to archive 
digitisation but believes this is starting to break 
down as some high-profile projects (including 
those involving the Nelson Mandela Foundation 
and the African National Congress archive) 
demonstrate their value and the low risks 
involved. “People here have started to trust  
in the process,” he says.

“In China, too much art and culture 

material is still only available in print 

form. Platforms to publish digitised 

materials online are still limited.”

- Shasha Liu, founder,  
Guan-Dian.org (Shanghai)

In the US and Europe, hesitant attitudes and 
internal organisational resistance appear not to 
be hindrances to digital progress. As with skills, 
Messrs Amos and Scholz both see high degrees of 
acceptance of digital technologies within their 
own organisations and others. Mr Scholz believes 
the greatest challenge to digital progress to be 
one of leadership. “Digital is in our DNA, and is 
led by the CEO,” he says of his organisation. He 
knows of others, however, where there is plenty 
of staff buy-in and budget but no leadership,  
and this thwarts many digital initiatives. “If 
it doesn’t come from the top,” says Mr Scholz, 
“digital will not happen.”

Altogether, it is difficult to avoid the observation 
that, aside from a small handful of countries, 
digitisation is not well advanced among the 
world’s cultural institutions. Even in the 
top-scoring countries, digital progress by 
institutions’ is patchy and in many cases is not 
registering entirely with individual consumers.

What’s impeding progress? In the developing 
world, the foremost obstacle to faster 
digitisation in the cultural sector is lack of 
funding. This is demonstrated most clearly in 
Africa. “In Kenya and more generally in Africa, 
cultural institutions of all sizes do not have the 
budgets for digitisation projects unless there are 
outside donors,” says Alan Donovan, founder of 
the African Heritage House in Nairobi. He points 
out that in Kenya, large museums are state-
owned, but “most government funds go to sport, 
with little left for culture and the arts. This is the 
biggest obstacle to digitisation of art and other 
cultural heritage here.” Kenya is the only country 
in the scorecard where digitisation progress by 
every type of cultural institution, and in all but 
one activity category, is judged as nascent.

Lack of knowledge about digitisation also feeds 
resistance in Africa. Ezekiel Mutua, CEO of 
Kenya’s Film Classification Board, complains of 
a “lack of understanding” or even “ignorance”. 
“Many people and institutions are not aware 
of the importance of preserving culture in 
its different formats,” he says. David Larsen, 
managing director of Africa Media Online, a 
Pietermartizburg-based organisation which 
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New audiences, new experiences. With the 
exception of a few countries, digital technology 
is unquestionably widening people’s access 
to art and heritage. Roughly half of surveyed 
“consumers” of culture say that by using digital 
tools they have been able learn about--and get 
more out of--their own and other cultures, a 
figure that might be higher if not for a lack of 
digital skills in some countries. Respondents 
from Thailand and China are particularly 
emphatic on this score, as are those from Russia 
and the UAE. Digital access also helps people 
overcome financial and geographic obstacles to 
engaging with culture: majorities of respondents 
in China, Russia and Indonesia (60% or more in 
each) view exhibitions or events online that they 
are not able to attend in person. 

Share of survey respondents agreeing with 
the following statements (top responses):

Digital access in my country has helped me 
educate myself about culture

Digital tools enable me to attend cultural 
events I cannot afford to attend in person
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website experiences now have to be reduced to 
the smaller mobile format.”

The scorecard shows that website development 
is where cultural institutions globally have made 
the greatest degree of digital progress overall. In 
every country bar one (Indonesia), institutions 
earn grades of advanced or progressing in this 
category. Those of France and Japan earn the 
highest scores for their websites, and are joined 
in receiving advanced grades by institutions in 
the UK, US, Germany and Australia.

A place on the web 

Websites are the platform upon which cultural 
institutions are delivering access, and in the 
process expanding their audiences. The first 
step in this process is to build and maintain 
informative and user-friendly sites. Museums, 
theatres and concert halls should have websites 
which, for example, translate their content into 
multiple languages, have search capabilities, 
enable users to subscribe to membership 
programmes and newsletters, and make possible 
the purchase of tickets.

Websites, of course, are now an important tool 
for income generation, and not just through 
ticket sales. Large institutions frequently 
market merchandise on their sites, for example. 
Organisations of all sizes will usually have a space 
on their sites dedicated to donors. Small ones may 
use them for crowdfunding to support individual 
projects (see Opera for the Internet age).

Importantly, websites should also be optimised 
for mobile use. Tara Hirebet, director of The Asian 
Word, a youth and culture consultancy, believes 
this is especially true in mobile-first Asia. 
“Smartphones and digitisation have given youth 
an expectation of control and if museums and 
other institutions don’t provide mobile options, 
they won’t get their attention.” Christoph 
Scholz emphasises that a heavy shift to mobile is 
occurring among Europe’s online users, too, and 
is changing how institutions organise content on 
their website. “We need to adapt all our design 
and creative content to the mobile environment,” 
says Mr Scholz. “What were once great PC-based 

Country scores in website  
assessment category
France 
Japan
United Kingdom 
United States of America
Germany
Australia
Italy 
Spain
United Arab Emirates
China
Peru
Israel
Russia
Turkey
South Africa
South Korea
Argentina
Thailand
Mexico 
Kenya
India
Indonesia

80.8
80.1
79.1
78.6
76.2
71.7
68.6
68.0
67.6
62.7
61.4
61.0
60.5
59.5
59.2
58.2
56.7
54.7
52.4
51.8
51.2
42.7

Legend:  
      Advanced (71-100)          Progressing (51-70)            Emerging (31-50) 
      Nascent (0-30)
Note: all scores are on a 0-100 scale. Includes mobile optimisation
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respondents say the same, as do nearly half of 
those in Thailand and Spain. (The average of all 
countries is 36%.)

 
Mr Lai’s worries about losing physical visitors to 
the digital space relate primarily to the young. 
The survey may provide him some comfort on 
this score: half of 18-35 year olds in the global 
survey group refute the notion that they attend 
fewer events in person due to digital access. Fully 
40% of them, on the other hand (more than older 
age groups in the sample), confirm the opposite 
effect – they make more physical visits because of 
their digital experiences.

Substitution or enlargement?

“Much of the information about art and culture 
that exists in the world has now gone online, 
so what’s the point in people physically coming 
to museums and galleries anymore?” asks Lobo 
Lai, director of the Aurora Museum in Shanghai. 
He poses this as an existential question to art 
museums and galleries like his own. According to 
Susan Hazan, curator of new media at The Israel 
Museum in Jerusalem, it is a question that has 
vexed her and counterparts at other museums 
since they began building websites.

“It is a very difficult question to answer,” 
admits Ms Hazan. Her institution’s website and 
social media presence have vastly expanded 
the universe of people viewing the museum’s 
antiquities and other cultural treasures, she says. 
Physical visitors to the museum have meanwhile 
grown rapidly as well. It’s difficult to determine, 
however, whether the museum’s digital success 
has convinced some users that there is no need to 
view its treasures in person.

Based on our survey of culture consumers, Ms 
Hazan has little to worry about, at least as far her 
country is concerned. Three-quarters of Israeli 
respondents disagree (45% strongly so) with the 
premise that they attend fewer cultural events in 
person due to their ability to view them online. 
The figure across all 22 countries in the survey 
is 52%. There is even evidence that the opposite 
is true: 45% of Israelis say their ability to access 
information about events digitally leads them to 
physically engage with culture more than they 
might have otherwise. More than half of Chinese 

Share of survey respondents agreeing with 
the following statement (top responses):

I physically engage in more cultural  
events thanks to being able to access 
information digitally
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South Africa
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In the scorecard, UK and US institutions  
score well above all others in terms of their  
social media presence. For Ms Aunis this is  
no accident: when initiating their own social 
media programmes in the last decade, she  
and other counterparts in France “had very  
good examples of the effective use of social 
media from museums in the US and Great  
Britain, and we learned from them.”

“[The young] are addicted to  

their smartphones and tablets,  

so we need to use methods which  

approximate the desires and habits  

of young people to get them to  

attend. Museums need to be able  

to accommodate these new modes  

of viewing and art appreciation.”

- Lobo Lai, director, Aurora Museum, Shanghai

 

Going social

A decade ago a functional website represented 
the whole of a cultural organisation’s online 
persona. No longer – a presence on social 
media platforms is as essential as a good 
website for keeping audiences informed and 
interested. Coline Aunis, head of web and social 
media at Marseille’s Museum of European and 
Mediterranean Civilisations (MuCEM), recalls  
that it took a full year to convince her boss 
back in 2007 of the need to communicate with 
its audiences on Facebook and Twitter. “At the 
beginning it was a question of ‘Why?’” says Ms 
Aunis. “Today it is simply a question of how we  
do it better. Communicating via social media is 
not just a marketing activity now; it is a service 
we must provide to our audiences.”

 

Country scores in social media presence

Legend:  
      Advanced (71-100)          Progressing (51-70)            Emerging (31-50) 
      Nascent (0-30)
Note: all scores are on a 0-100 scale. 
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sites such as the Roman Colosseum, which offer 
such features as virtual tours and sophisticated 
interactive tools that give users the ability, for 
example, to create personal content. 

Interactivity is being used to augment visitor 
experiences in the original physical environment 
as well. Audio guides have been commonplace in 
museums for several years, but many are replacing 
them with interactive multimedia guides that 
may be run on their own devices or sometimes on 
visitors own smartphones through app downloads 
(see Calligraphy for your mobile phone).

 

The Museo de Arte de Lima, a fixture of Peru’s 
cultural world for over half a century, has made 
aggressive use of social media in recent years to 
increase footfall at its exhibitions. According to 
its director Natalia Majluf, physical attendance 
increased 45% in 2015, “partly thanks to a good 
exhibition programme, but social media has 
undeniably been one of the triggers.” Her co-
director responsible for digital initiatives, Flavio 
Calda, adds that social media tools have proven 
an extremely cost-efficient form of marketing. 
He reports that a recent museum video placed in 
social media earned the museum over 400,000 
views with an investment of just US$3,000. This 
success underscores the importance of varied 
types of social media activity – not just occasional 
Twitter or Facebook posts – for achieving a 
conspicuous digital presence. Video sharing and 
microblogging (the posting and frequent updating 
of short-form blogs), for example, are other 
components of an effective social media presence.

The boundaries of interactivity 

Many (though far from all) museums, theatres and 
other institutions in the scorecard are striving 
to make their digital presence as interactive 
as possible for their audiences. This naturally 
pertains to websites and social media activity. 
But it also applies to the use of interactive tools 
at venues to enhance the experiences of physical 
visitors and audiences.
Website interactivity is the most challenging 
of all the aspects of digitization, judging by 
institutions’ scorecard performance. Among 
those institutions that stand out are opera houses 
such as Teatro Real in Madrid and heritages 

Country scores in interactive experience 
capacity category

Legend:  
      Advanced (71-100)          Progressing (51-70)            Emerging (31-50) 
      Nascent (0-30)
Note: all scores are on a 0-100 scale. 
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be described as one of a new breed of “culture 
tech” start-ups. Second, in 2015 it launched  
what its co-founder and director, Stefano  
Simone Pintor, claims is the world’s first online 
web opera series. Many websites have enabled 
familiar classical or modern operas to be  
viewed online but, according to Mr Pintor,  
The Banker is the first to be created for the  
online environment.

One of the objectives Mr Pintor and colleagues 
set out to achieve was “to renovate traditional 
dramaturgy” and the way that operatic stories 
are conceived. “There is considerable resistance 
from traditionalists,” he says, “to the idea of 
using digital technology to stage lyric opera, 
that it somehow represents a degradation of the 
genre.” New thinking is needed in opera, believes 
Mr Pintor. “What’s ‘space age’ today could be 
considered tradition tomorrow,” he says. “Digital 
forces us to open our minds and challenge 
traditional ideas.”

The other objective of The Banker, Mr Pintor  
says, has been to reach a different audience 
from the traditionalists. Judging by the online 
comments they have received from viewers,  
Mr Pintor believes the production has succeeded 
in attracting young online denizens to the  
beauty of lyric opera, people who might not  
have thought of attending a traditional opera 
house (or been able to afford it – no fee is 
charged to view The Banker).

The website on which the opera is staged  
offers some interactivity: viewers offer  

In some spheres, mobile technology is enabling 
audience interactivity to become part of the  
art itself. In 2015 Carnegie Hall commissioned 
a Chinese composer, Tan Dun, to write a musical 
piece for its National Youth Orchestra of the  
USA, which the latter took on tour across  
China. As part of the performance, audience 
members are invited to download recordings  
of birdsong to their mobile phones, which 
they are prompted to play at specific intervals, 
blending with the orchestra.

Such examples highlight a dilemma that 
the proponents of cultural digitisation are 
increasingly having to face: What are the  
limits to the use of digital in art? Carnegie  
Hall’s Chris Amos observes that, exciting as 
audience participation promises to be, for 
example, institutions like his also have purist 
patrons and audiences that do not want any 
technology encroaching on their artistic 
experience.Therefore a balance must be 
achieved. Ms Majluf says that the Museo  
de Arte de Lima, like other museums, keeps 
digital displays and other on-site technology 
in lobbies or foyers and away from the viewing 
salons. Apps are the best means of providing 
interactive material and information, she says. 
“We want our visitors to focus on the art, not  
on the gadgets.”

CASE STUDY: Opera for the Internet age

The Social Opera House – based in Milan,  
for many the spiritual home of world opera  
– is noteworthy for two reasons. First, it can  
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comments during the production. In the  
future, Mr Pintor expects such digital opera  
to become much more interactive. Why not  
live streaming of productions, he asks,  
where viewers not only offer comments but  
can influence what the performers do or sing 
next? The Social Opera House website already 
embeds a function for crowdfunding, inviting 
viewer donations. Similar websites tomorrow 
could crowdsource the very writing of operas  
or their narration.   n
 

 



23 © The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2016

 
 
A New Age of Culture 
The Digitisation of Arts and Heritage

preserVAtIon AnD propAgAtIon 

accessible online – internally to staff, and 
externally to researchers, students and other 
enthusiasts. Institutions are also judged on how 
functional their digital repositories are, and the 
extent to which the institutions participate in 
global portals. Another set of criteria involves 
archive preservation strategy, implementation 
and resources.
 

Engaging with any visual arts or historical 
documents online is impossible without an 
institution first having undertaken their 
digitisation – the recording high-quality digital 
images of each individual item.

Digitisation projects provide two great services 
to the world of culture. The first is preservation. 
Reproducing documents of art or history in 
upgradable digital formats means that a visual 
record of them can survive indefinitely even if 
the original object itself degrades or is lost. This 
process can help save information about original 
treasures. According to Susan Huntington, many 
of the photos in the archive of Asian art that 
she and her husband created will be used by 
cultural organisations in Nepal to help restore 
monuments that were damaged in the shattering 
earthquake that struck the country in April 2015.

Digitisation’s other great service is to enable 
people located anywhere in the world to view, 
study and appreciate cultural treasures – all 
that’s needed is an Internet connection. To 
the extent such access is provided free or for 
a nominal fee, digitisation may be viewed as 
fostering the “democratisation of culture”.

Beyond imaging. Institutions’ progress in the 
digital access category of the scorecard rests 
on more than just imaging. Once digitised, 
objects of art or documents will ideally become 

Country scores in digital archive  
access category

Legend:  
      Advanced (71-100)          Progressing (51-70)            Emerging (31-50) 
      Nascent (0-30)
Note: all scores are on a 0-100 scale. 
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shared across the organisation internally to 
better tell the story of Carnegie Hall and leverage 
the resources of the archives.”

Japan runs close second behind the US. 
Institutions such as the National Diet Library 
and National Film Centre have digitised over half 
of their collections to date, and the digitised 
collections are fully accessible to online visitors. 
They have likewise drafted preservation 
strategies along with detailed action plans.

Japanese experts feel, however, that the 
progress in this area is not as widespread or 
in-depth as it should be. Shunya Yoshimi, a 
professor at the University of Tokyo’s Graduate 
School of Interdisciplinary Information Studies, 
says that while several large institutions in Japan 
have made impressive progress in digitising 
their own archives, these are too infrequently 
shared amongst institutions. Also, while some 
institutions have made their archives accessible 
to the public through digital means, their value 
is limited by uncertainty about what rights 
people have to use the information themselves. 
Akiko Mabuchi, director general of the National 
Museum of Western Art (in Tokyo), adds that 
inadequate data about digitised works often 
limits their value (see below).

Two developing countries, China and Indonesia 
– home of some of the world’s oldest heritage 
sites and collections – are among the scorecard 
leaders when it comes to digital archive access. 
Indonesia’s National Museum and National 
Archives, for example, have both fully digitised  

“Archive digitisation involves a  

balancing act between accessibility  

and preservation. Materials in high 

demand are often those in better  

state of preservation, while the  

urgency of digitisation is higher  

for materials in a poor state.  

Deciding which materials to  

prioritise for digitisation creates an 

ethical dilemma, as the content  

accessible to users is effectively  

limited by the archivist during the 

digitisation process, potentially  

creating unintentional bias.”

- Masha Zolatarevsky, Archivist, Yad Tabenkin 
Archives (Ramat Efal, Israel)

 
The US is the world leader in the digital access, 
with high grades across all categories of 
institution.Carnegie Hall, for example, has 
made substantial progress in digitising its 
large archive of print, photo, and audio-visual 
materials, including many historic recordings. As 
useful as this should be for external users, chief 
digital officer Chris Amos says the project is also 
designed to help internal staff. “The organisation 
is producing more content than ever and much of 
it originates as digital content. So we’re putting 
in place systems that allow digital assets to be 
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opportunity in that their countries’ citizens  
have an intense desire to document and  
engage in discussion about their own cultural 
treasures. In the survey, more than six in 10 
respondents from China, Indonesia and India 
say they plan to use digital tools “to promote, 
document or record my country’s cultural 
heritage”. (The digitisation progress of  
heritage sites in China and India are graded  
as nascent and in Indonesia as emerging.)  
Such desires are similarly strong in Africa,  
where 63% of Kenyan and 40% of South  
African respondents plan to do this.

their collections. The same is true of China’s 
National Library (in Beijing) and the Sun Yat  
Sen Mausoleum (in Nanjing). Some institutions 
in the scorecard provide online access to archives 
only for internal staff use. The aforementioned 
Chinese ones, however,  have opened their  
digital collections for general use, as have 
several other Chinese institutions.

It is largely museums that are the sources  
of digitisation progress in these countries. 
Heritage sites are considerably less advanced 
whether it concerns archive digitisation, user 
interactivity or other areas. Asian heritage 
sites in particular may be missing a significant 
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Others might be termed “full-service” platforms. 
The Google Cultural Institute is an example. 
As well as providing the online platform that 
displays collections, it provides institutions  
with technical and organisational support   
on digitisation, and in some cases it provides 
funding for digitisation projects, or on-site 
assistance with the process. 

The future is data. A decade ago, platforms 
and other digitisation professionals would have 
cited legal concerns and cultural resistance on 
the part of collection holders as the paramount 
challenges to art and heritage digitisation. 
In many countries, attitudes have changed 
enormously. Andrew Ellis, director of Art UK,  
says that when it began cataloguing paintings  
in the early 2000s for a series of printed 
catalogues, their display on the Internet was  
not yet planned; if it had been, he surmises  
that many museums would not have gone along. 
By the time it started to showcase paintings 
online later in 2011, collection holders were 
relaxed and there has been very little reluctance 
encountered since.

Rights ownership remains an enormously 
complex tangle of issues, and collection  
holders’ legal concerns involving digitisation  
and aggregation have by no means been 
satisfied. But digital platforms have generally 
streamlined their systems for obtaining legal 
agreement to display images in ways that have 
satisfied the chief concerns of holders.

Digital platforms

The work of digital cultural platforms – web 
repositories of large and diverse collections of 
art and historical documents – has brought a 
step-change to archive digitisation. Most digital 
platforms are national (or sub- national) in scope 
– for example Art UK, Canadiana or Museums of 
India. A handful collect and exhibit works from 
across a region, such as Europeana, a European 
portal which features books, paintings, films and 
archival records sourced from other collections 
in European Union (EU) countries. A prominent 
platform, and among the few exhibiting 
collections from institutions around the world,  
is the Google Cultural Institute.

Some platforms, such as Art UK, a not-for-profit 
online repository of “digitised” paintings from 
around 3,000 of the country’s collections, have 
themselves taken on the task of digitising the 
works of small and mid-size collections, sending 
their specialists out to do the photographic  
work. Others, such as Europeana, take works  
that have already been digitised by cultural 
heritage institutions; these are often 
aggregations of national portals or platforms. 
According to its executive director, Jill Cousins, 
Europeana is in the process of streamlining its 
model to make it more web-centric, with direct 
contact with the institutions, removing the  
need for the aggregation chain. This means 
upgrading its platform and refining its data 
protocols so that collection holders upload data 
and images to the site themselves with minimal 
involvement of Europeana staff.
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“A complete set of art data has three 

components: provenance (the history 

and information of how that piece of art 

has travelled, changed ownership, etc), 

bibliography (written material on the 

piece of art in question) and exhibition 

history. Without these components, 

information or data on art carries no 

‘meaning’ – it would be useless.”

- Akiko Mabuchi, director general, The  

National Museum of Western Art (Tokyo)

 
Poor quality metadata is a major headache to 
culture professionals. Ms Huntington observed 
“an innocence” about metadata on the part of 
small collection owners and individual scholars, 
in the US as well as in Asia. People assume, she 
says, that a JPEG image and a small amount 
of “tombstone” information (little more than 
date and creator) are sufficient. She calls this 
“analogue thinking”, and notes that some 
amount of descriptive information is needed 
to be at all useful to an archive user. However, 
for the collection to be easily searched, much 
more is needed, such as metadata tagging. As 
for museum and other collections, Ms Cousins 
acknowledges that “we still need to work with 
institutions on improving the quality of their 
descriptive data, so their works can be easily 
located as well as indexable and searchable.”

“It is not because of greed that  

institutions do not share their content 

– it is because they are afraid. No one 

is certain if they are clear in terms of 

copyright and do not want to be held 

responsible if anything goes wrong. 

Reluctance to share is a defence 

mechanism. We need to come up with  

a scheme wherein it would be more  

risky for institutions to keep their 

information and data to themselves  

than to share them.”

- Shunya Yoshimi, professor,  
Graduate School of Interdisciplinary  

Information Studies, University of Tokyo

Arguably the biggest digitisation challenges 
facing platforms and collection holders in the 
future revolve around data. A digitised image is 
in essence a data set. The seamless uploading 
and display of thousands of images on a platform 
require standardised rules dictating specific data 
formats and modes of transmission. Application 
programming interfaces (APIs) generally perform 
this function satisfactorily today. Metadata, 
however – the key facts about a work, such as 
its creator, origin, genre and other descriptive 
information about it – is just as important as the 
image itself. Without it, users would know little 
about the work, and may not even be able to find it.
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CASE STUDY: Saving the irreplaceable... 

and enhancing it

Sometimes digitised cultural works are meant  
to substitute for the real thing. This is true in  
the case of Digital Dunhuang, an augmented 
reality (AR) project undertaken by a team from 
City University Hong Kong and led by Jeffrey 
Shaw, director of its Applied Laboratory of 
Interactive Visualisation and Embodiment 
(ALIVE). The project involves using photographic 
techniques to create 3D models of the Mogao 
Caves at Dunhuang in western China.

The project, says Mr Shaw, has a clear 
preservation objective: some of the caves are  
too fragile to allow in visitors. Immersive 
technology such as AR not only allows visitors 
to view a treasure they could not ordinarily see, 
but it enables an enhanced view of items in their 
true state. Mr Shaw explains that dust, low light 
and protective glass make it difficult for physical 
visitors to view the cave wall paintings clearly 
in situ. The digital project, he says, removes all 
these impediments, and enables a clear view of 
the paintings with a level of detail that is almost 
impossible to see on site. “What we are doing is 
creating a new dimension of appreciation,”  
says Mr Shaw, “and it’s a very powerful one.”

CASE STUDY: Mobile apps for Chinese art

In China, says Lieel Wang, director of Beijing-
based mobile app developer VART, most 
art museums and galleries find the cost of 
reproducing digital images of their content 
to be prohibitive and this creates opportunity 
for companies such as his. VART digitises art 
collections and develops multimedia visitor 
guides at no cost to museums. (Revenue is 
earned from users’ app downloads.)

Chinese art poses unique headaches to those 
doing the digitisation work, says Mr Wang. “In 
order to ensure users have a relaxed experience 
using the app, we have to invest a lot of energy 
in image processing,” he says. For example, 
the extremely long pieces of calligraphy 
characteristic of Chinese art are very difficult  
to capture in a single image of limited size.

But art is changing, creating a different set of 
challenges for app producers, says Mr Wang. 
“Today, much Chinese art takes the form of 
sculpture, installations, multimedia or even 
things like behavioural art that appeals to all  
five senses. In order to display these types of 
works an app needs to be very versatile; we need 
to support GIF, audio and video files, and looking 
ahead we will need to support live broadcast 
and remote viewing technology. We’ll have to 
embrace these technological breakthroughs  
to let users truly experience the work.”
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to convince visitors of the virtue of sacrificing 
material belongings in order to create works of art.

More recently Mr Morozov has sought to capture 
cryptocurrencies in his work. His installation “Silk” 
consists of diagonal strings stretched between two 
poles; the strings generate sounds which change 
according to fluctuations in the market prices of 
digital currencies such as Bitcoin and established 
ones such as the dollar and euro.

A Kenyan artist, Jepchumba, is among the more 
prominent figures in Africa’s digital art landscape. 
Her body of work spans different media, including 
painting, photography, animation, sound, film and 
web design. She is arguably better known, however, 
for her role in helping other African digital artists 
showcase their work online through the “African 
Digital Art” portal. Established in 2008, the 
website presents hundreds of digital works from 
across Africa organised by region and country, 
accompanied by interviews with artists and other 
players in Africa’s digital arts scene. Jepchumba 
has featured in lists of “influential” or “powerful” 
African women by such media titles as The Guardian 

and Forbes.

CASE STUDY: Digital artistry from the 

developing world

Artists began experimenting with digital 
technologies as soon as the latter became  
widely available in the 1970s. Much of the  
early experimentation in digital art took  
place in the US and Western Europe, but the 
emerging world has become an increasingly  
rich source of experimentation in the genre.

One exponent is Beijing-based Xu Heng, who 
uses digital photography to create images (often 
self-images) that are “stories from my dreams, 
encounters and illusions that make one not 
want to wake up. Art is an extension of these 
dreamscapes. Digital tools enable me to make 
this extension.” For Mr Xu, the use of digital 
technologies will “democratise” artistic creation: 
“Digitisation is enabling everyone to become 
his or her own artist; in the past, only those who 
underwent extensive training were able to attain 
that level of artistic skill. Today you can just tap 
your phone screen to become an artist.”

Mobile technology often features in the work of 
contemporary artists, such as Russia’s Dimitry 
Morozov, who counts himself a practitioner of 
“audiovisual” art. In some of his works, destruction 
is as much of a feature as creation. A 2014 Moscow 
exhibition entitled “Oil” invited visitors to place 
their mobile devices into a hydraulic press. The 
noise recorded from crushing the object was 
recorded and returned to each visitor on a compact 
disc. The objective, according to Mr Morozov, was 
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CASE STUDY: Reviving a dying art in 

Indonesia

Developed centuries ago, most likely on the island 
of Java, the batik process of designing and dyeing 
fabric in a series of repeating patterns is one of 
Indonesia’s most distinctive cultural creations. 
Yet, despite government efforts to promote batik, 
and its having been designated a Masterpiece of 
Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity in 2009 
by UNESCO, it has continued to fall out of fashion, 
particularly among the country’s youth population. 

One company is working to reverse that trend 
by bringing digital tools into the process. After 
recognising that the design of batik patterns  
could be simplified by software, jBatik created a 
program to do just that and made a basic version 
available for free download on its website. 
Observers like Ms Hirebet of Asian Word, have 
noticed that it has brought back a number of batik 
artists and renewed overall interest in the practice. 
“Indonesia is one of the most progressive countries 
when it comes to using digital means to benefit 
culture,” says Ms Hirebet, “and jBatik is a great 
example of that.”    n
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eDucAtIon AnD leArnIng 

The survey makes clear that there is considerable 
appetite around the world for self-education 
about the arts through digital channels. It is 
extremely strong in developing countries: 75% of 
respondents in Mexico, for example, use digital 
tools to educate themselves about culture, 
and 21% plan to start doing so. The figures are 
comparable among individuals in Russia, India 
and Kenya. Globally, 46% say they currently use 
digital tools to educate their children or other 
family and friends about culture; another 37% 
plan to start doing this.

These figures suggest an appetite for engaging 
in more structured online learning activities 

With their repositories of arts and heritage, 
museums and other institutions are in a unique 
position to provide arts education to the public. 
Many large institutions have engaged in such 
activity for several years but, as in other facets of 
their operation, digital advances – particularly 
in broadband Internet access and speeds – are 
enabling a significant expansion of their reach 
and an enrichment of their educational content. 
Live streaming of lectures and other educational 
events, for example, are beginning to be offered 
by a small handful of cultural institutions.

The very act of viewing a cultural institution’s 
treasures can, of course, be a form of learning. 

I am doing this                   I am planning to do this                   I have no plans to do this

64%

27%

8%

46%

37%

17%

Respondents’ use of digital tools for culture education purposes (% respondents, global)

Use it to educate myself                 Use it to educate my kids/other people
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Nearly all the UK museums, theatres and other 
institutions included in the scorecard offer online 
courses and video lectures, for example. Almost all 
collaborate with educational institutions in digital 
learning initiatives, utilise interactive learning 
tools and adapt teaching materials for digital 
platforms. The British Museum’s Digital Discovery 
Centre, for example, introduces students to world 
heritage and art using augmented reality and 
tablets. It also conducts teacher training in the 
use of AR, 3D and other technologies in their 
lectures about art and heritage.

The US is a distant second in this scorecard 
category, but some of its cultural institutions 
are exemplars in online arts education. The 
Smithsonian Institution in Washington DC, for 
example, hosts a suite of educational websites (in 
addition to its main website), each dedicated to 
different education audiences: students, educators 
and families. Its educators website, for example, 
provides lesson plans and classroom materials on 
numerous topics of history and culture, as well as 
online training in teaching methods.

In other countries, overall digitisation efforts 
are viewed as a necessary first step that will 
be followed by dedicated digital education 
initiatives. Peru’s cultural institutions, for 
example, are characterized as “emerging” in the 
scorecard when it comes to digital education. 
This may adequately describe the activities of 
the Museo de Arte de Lima. Ms Majluf, however, 
believes the museum’s wider digital efforts 
will have a beneficial knock-on effect on youth 
education. “Our use of digital technologies has 

organised by cultural institutions. A clear 
gap between supply and demand exists here, 
however, as digital education is not an area 
where institutions excel. Of the five categories 
of digital activity measured in the scorecard, 
educational initiatives are the least developed in 
almost all the countries. The notable exception 
is the UK; the latter is the only country whose 
institutions are classed as progressing in this 
area. (In the majority of countries, digital 
education initiatives are no more than nascent. 
No country earns an advanced grade.)
 

Country scores in digital education 
initiatives

Legend:  
      Advanced (71-100)          Progressing (51-70)            Emerging (31-50) 
      Nascent (0-30)
Note: all scores are on a 0-100 scale. 

United Kingdom 
United States of America
Spain
Mexico 
Peru
Japan
South Africa
Israel
Germany
China
India
South Korea
Australia
Russia
Italy 
Kenya
Argentina
Thailand
Turkey
Indonesia
United Arab Emirates
France 

62.3
49.0
45.5
42.9
39.7
36.4
35.1
30.0
30.0
26.2
21.4
21.4
19.5
19.0
16.7
15.6
15.5
14.3
12.9
9.5
7.9
5.2



33 © The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2016

 
 
A New Age of Culture 
The Digitisation of Arts and Heritage

Digital platforms also undertake educational 
initiatives. Art UK, for instance, in its Masterpieces in 
Schools programme, combines the digital with the 
physical, taking real paintings by artists such as Monet, 
Gainsborough and Turner into schools, according to 
Andrew Ellis. It aims to do the same with sculpture 
during its planned digitisation project, he says. 

CASE STUDY: Learning through digital at 

Carnegie Hall

Before assuming the post of chief digital officer, Chris 
Amos managed Carnegie Hall’s educational media 
and technology initiatives. It may be no accident, 
then, that digital and education figure as two of 
the three “strategic growth areas” identified by the 
organisation, the third being artistic programming.

Much of Carnegie Hall’s educational activity 
is delivered by its Weill Music Institute which, 
through both online and traditional channels, 
offers music courses and tutorials to young 
musicians and instructional materials to music 
teachers. Co-ordination with New York City’s 
Department of Education has been a part of 
most such programmes, according to Mr Amos. 
“Digital, however, has enabled us to achieve 
national and also international scale with the 
programmes that we develop here in New York,” 
he says. “We use digital both in the delivery of 
those resources and in the teacher training for 
those national education programmes.”

The National Youth Orchestra (NYO) is one such 
national initiative. Each summer, the programme 

allowed the museum to reach a new, younger 
public. Social media and the use of technology at 
the museum are not only a way to communicate, 
but they also allow the museum to find new ways 
to relate with potential visitors and persuasively 
show how art can be part of our daily media 
consumption.” The museum offers a variety of in-
person courses for younger audiences focusing 
on both local culture and more universal artistic 
themes. The current hope is that the museum’s 
broader digital work will attract young people to 
its in-house classes, while its online educational 
plans take greater shape. 

“Our focus on educational programs is a 

good example. We are producing operas for 

kids. We have agreements with a large list 

of schools across the country that we are 

cooperating with, showing operas in school,  

streamed or on video. But our primary  

focus is not on making money right  

now, we are offering this for free. New 

technologies are allowing us to plan  

the seeds as a first step for expanding  

our audience. First we have to create  

a bigger audience, interest in the opera. 

Then we will create new products.” 

--  Ignacio Garcia-Belenguer, director,  
Teatro Real (Madrid, Spain)
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to “build a digital archive”. Instructors are 
usually brought in from Europe, but Mr Larsen 
also draws on local experts who keep up to  
date on global best practices and a significant 
portion of the instruction is provided by himself 
and such local experts. Subjects of instruction  
range from the latest techniques in digital 
imaging of works of art, manuscripts, video  
and audio, to digital asset management, 
copyright protection, marketing and digital 
archive strategy development.

Mr Larsen acknowledges that many African 
professionals have only begun to engage with 
digitisation in the past few years. The Heritage 
Digital Campus is his organisation’s effort to 
“introduce best practice in digitisation to  
African professionals and help those we  
interact with here be on the cutting edge of 
what’s happening around the world.”

Much work remains ahead, though, for even 
these institutions to realise their educational 
potential through digital means. One area  
of activity likely to see greater development  
in the coming years is the running of massive 
open online courses (MOOCs) in arts and 
heritage, offered by cultural institutions 
themselves, or more likely by partnerships 
between institutions and universities. The 
heritage and educational sectors have, after  
all, been no strangers to collaboration in the 
past; it remains for this area of activity, too,  
to become thoroughly digitised.   n

brings together young musicians aged between 
16 and 19 from local orchestras across the 
country. “A programme like this wouldn’t be 
possible without the digital component, which 
enables us to reach and audition so many 
students online,” says Mr Amos. Those passing 
their auditions join the NYO on a summer tour 
within the US or abroad. Its 2016 destination: a 
seven-city tour across China.

CASE STUDY: The Heritage Digital Campus

Education in heritage is not just for school-
age students. Heritage professionals require 
continuing education in their respective fields. In 
Africa, among the greatest needs for professional 
education is the practice of digitisation itself. It 
is one of the services provided by Africa Media 
Online (AMO), based in Pietermaritzburg, 
South Africa. According to David Larsen, the 
organisation’s managing director, the mission of 
its Heritage Digital Campus is to “help heritage 
professionals already working in the field to be 
upskilled to work with digital technologies, and 
particularly to be able to make the right decisions 
about digitisation”.

The campus is run on a periodic rather than 
continuing basis, which probably reflects the 
limited budgets African cultural institutions 
have for digitisation projects. However, training 
programmes have been run regularly since 2005, 
initially as one-day workshops and expanding 
into one- or two-week courses offered each  
year. Participants are holders or curators of 
archives (mainly within South Africa) seeking  



35 © The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2016

 
 
A New Age of Culture 
The Digitisation of Arts and Heritage

conclusIon

can be consumed in all their richness on a mobile 
device – now the communications technology of 
choice in every corner of the world.

While progress on digitisation remains highly 
uneven across the world, the opportunities 
created by it are obvious.

n  Audience development. As more institutions 
are discovering, social media can be a powerful 
marketing tool when used to its full potential. 
Those who excel at its use have moved beyond 
plain-vanilla posting on Facebook and Twitter, 
employing more engaging assets such as video 
and microblogging.

n  Increased engagement with the arts. 
Contrary to fears that digital access would 
reduce the number of visitors to cultural 
institutions and heritage sites, a significant 
number of survey respondents, notably among 
the 18-35-year age bracket, say that it actually 
encourages them to attend exhibitions and 
performances in person.

n  Preservation of priceless treasures. As the 
continuing conflict in the Middle East and 
natural disasters in many parts of the world 
have shown, cultural treasures are easily 
destroyed. Archiving of digital images of 
these treasures at the very least provides the 
possibility that they can be restored. 

For technology enthusiasts, the cultural sector 
is an exciting place to be. Long behind the 
digital curve in comparison with other sectors, 
museums, art galleries, theatres, heritage 
sites and other cultural institutions are trying 
to quickly make up for lost time. The websites 
of some of the world’s oldest and largest 
institutions – and many younger and smaller 
ones – are today second to none in terms of 
functionality, interactivity and quantity and 
quality of content. Their richness, and the active 
use of social media and other types of marketing, 
are combining to attract larger audiences than 
were previously thought possible. Contrary to 
expectations, the research conducted for this 
study suggests that such digital experiences are 
more likely to increase rather than reduce the 
numbers of physical visitors to such institutions.

As much as it is playing catch up digitally, 
in some ways the cultural sector is leaping 
ahead. Institutions and artists are already 
experimenting with new technologies that are 
only beginning to take hold in other sectors. 
Augmented and virtual reality, 3D imaging, 
cameras on drones, interactive social media and 
data tools that convert smartphone photos to 3D 
models are some of the technologies expected 
to come into widespread use in the sector in 
the near future/medium term. Meanwhile, 
professionals recognise that a more immediate 
challenge is to ensure that their digital offerings 
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transmission and labelling to enable easy 
location of specific items. Application 
programming interfaces (APIs) have largely 
solved the issues around formats and 
transmission. However, metadata – the key 
facts about a work, such as its creator, origin, 
genre and other descriptive information 
about it – remains a major problem for culture 
professionals. Small collection owners and 
individual scholars, even in the US, where 
digitisation is well advanced, often fail to 
provide sufficient data.

 
For the most digitally advanced institutions,  
an additional dilemma awaits: What are the  
limits to the use of digital? Venerable institutions 
such as Carnegie Hall, while hoping to excite  
new audiences, nonetheless have purist patrons 
who are not keen to have technology encroach 
on their artistic experience. For the time being, 
from the vantage point of developing countries, 
this seems a distant prospect.    n
 

Just as the opportunities are manifold, so too  
are the challenges to bringing wider user of 
digital technology to the sector.

n  Funding. Although there are others, a chronic 
shortage of funding in developing country 
institutions is probably the main explanation 
for the digital divide between developing and 
developed country institutions. International 
organisations are helping to fund some 
digitisation initiatives, but there are no easy 
answers to the financing gap.

n  Awareness. Even before funding becomes an 
issue, there must be greater awareness of the 
benefits of digitisation. Cultural professionals 
in Africa, Latin America and Asia see a great 
need for this. Better dissemination of best 
practice in the field would go a long way to 
engaging more institutions. 

n  Legal issues. Ownership of the rights to 
specific pieces of art remains a complicated 
area that can impede digitisation. While 
collection holders remain concerned about 
digitisation and aggregation of their assets, 
digital platforms have at least managed to 
establish a better functioning system for 
obtaining rights. This issue also affects the 
willingness of institutions to grant access  
to their archives.

n  Metadata. The full benefits of widespread 
digitisation of arts and culture collections 
cannot be fully realised without some 
standarisation of formats, modes of 
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AppenDIX 1: MethoDologY AnD 
scorecArD structure

 2.   Institutions and countries
The scorecard is based on research on 243 
institutions across 22 countries in four 
groups: museums, archives, heritage sites and 
performing arts.  These institutions were selected 
on the basis of two criteria: the number of annual 
visitors and the extent to which these were 
representative of local culture. The scorecard 
covers a similar number of institutions in each 
country with a similar split across groups. 
Differences in the balance were agreed to in order 
to best represent a country’s cultural sector.
The list of 22 countries was determined based on 
the goal of providing broad geographical as well 
as income level representation. 

COUNTRY MUSEUMS HERITAGE PERFORMING ARCHIVES TOTAL
   ARTS

Argentina 3 3 3 3 12

Australia 3 3 3 2 11

China 4 4 2 2 12

France 3 3 3 2 11

Germany 3 3 2 2 10

India 4 4 2 2 12

Israel 3 3 2 2 10

Indonesia 4 3 3 2 12

Italy 4 3 3 2 12

Japan 3 3 3 2 11

Kenya 3 3 3 2 11

Mexico 3 2 3 2 10

Peru 3 2 2 2 9

Culture Digitisation Scorecard 

Methodology and detailed  

indicator definitions

1.      Indicators and categories
The Cultural Digitisation Scorecard is based on 
45 indicators, both quantitative and qualitative, 
that explore the use of digital, web and mobile 
technologies by cultural institutions. We look at 
the issue in terms of how digitisation is affecting 
visitor outreach and the work of professionals in 
the field as well as how it is being used to educate 
on culture.  The indicators are classified into five 
broad categories, and six sub-categories:

1)  website assessment

2) social media presence

3) Interactive experience capacity
  3.1. Digital cultural content display
       3.2. Interactive tools

4) Digital access to archives
  4.1. Digitisation of archives
  4.2. Accessibility of repositories
  4.3. Quality of content
  4.4. Preservation of archives

5) Digital educational initiatives
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categories and sub-categories detailed under 
the “Indicators and Categories” section, above. 
A mix of qualitative and quantitative indicators 
were used for scoring, all of them following a 
scoring criteria formulated by The Economist 
Content Solutions Unit analysts, and defined in 
the section “Indicators in detail”. Qualitative 
indicators are scored on integer scales of 
different ranges. Scores were assigned by the 
researchers and The Economist Content Solutions 
Unit analysts according to the scoring criteria.

b.   Normalisation
For each institution, the indicators’ scores  
were transformed to a 0-100 score to make  
them comparable with other indicators.  
Once in a common unit, indicators were then 
aggregated across categories. The institution 
scores were aggregated into country scores in 
each of the pillars.

c.    Weights of the scorecard
The table below illustrates the weightings 
selected by The Economist Content Solutions  
Unit research team for the model. The percentage 
may not total 100% due to rounding.
 
1)  Website assessment  

a.    Ticket sales 13%

b.   Membership sign-up 13%

c.    Newsletter sign-up 13%

d.   Mobile optimisation 13%

e.    Transparency 13%

f.     Accessibility 13%

g.   Languages 13%

h.   Search list rankings 13%

Russia 4 4 2 2 12

South Africa 3 3 3 2 11

South Korea 4 4 2 2 12

Spain 3 3 3 2 11

Thailand 3 3 2 2 10

Turkey 3 3 2 2 10

UAE 3 3 2 1 9

United Kingdom 4 3 2 2 11

United States 4 4 3 3 14

 

3.      Methodology
The methodology was created by the research 
team of The Economist Content Solutions Unit 
in consultation with Google. The framework was 
conceptualised after interviewing cultural sector 
experts and conducting a literature review.

4.   Sources
The research team created a customised 
dataset for the scorecard by gathering data 
from interviews and/or questionnaires of 
representatives of the institutions in the study 
(approximately 80 out of 243 were reached), 
as well as from the institutions’ websites and 
online databases. 

5.   Timeframe
The data was collected in February and March 
2016 across all countries. Seasonal trends were 
not taken into consideration.

6.   The model
a.    Institution evaluation and scores
Each institution was evaluated on a series of 45 
indicators and received 11 scores in each of the 
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b.   Extension 25%

4.2. Accessibility of repositories 25%

a.    Availability 33%

b.   Participation in global cultural portals 33%

c.    Usability 33%

4.3. Quality of content 25%

4.4. Preservation of archives 25%

a.    Stated preservation strategy 50%

b.   Action plans 20%

c.    Preservation rules 20%

d.   Earmarked budget 5%

e.    Dedicated staff 5%

5) Digital educational initiatives  

a.    Online courses or video lectures 14%

b.   Live streaming of events 14%

c.    Use of interactive tools 14%

d.   Special section/track 14%

e.    Teaching material adapted 14%

f.  Collaboration with educational institutions 14%

g.   Comprehensive online learning programmes 14%

 
 
d.   Indicators in detail
Category: 1. Website assessment
This category evaluates the use that institutions 
are making of their websites. We look at this issue 
by assessing the following questions:

n  Are tickets sold online?
  We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”. If 

admission is free, we assign “Not Applicable”, 
which does not penalise the score.

2)     Social media presence  

a.    Twitter/Weibo 25%

a.    Presence 50%

b.   Frequency 50%

b.   Facebook/Wechat 25%

a.    Presence 50%

b.   Frequency 50%

c.    Instagram 25%

a.    Presence 50%

b.   Frequency 50%

d.   Youtube/Youku 25%

a.    Presence 50%

b.   Frequency 50%

3) Interactive experience capacity  

3.1.Digital cultural content display 50%

a.    Availability 33%

b.   Sophistication 33%

 i.      Multimedia display 33%

 ii.      Video content 33%

 iii.      Original video content 33%

c.    Accessibility 33%

3.2.Interactive tools 50%

a.    Availability 33%

b.   Sophistication 33%

 i.      Level of information 33%

 ii.      User interaction 33%

 iii.      Personal content creation 33%

c.    Accessibility 33%

4) Digital access to archives  

4.1.Digitisation of archives 25%

a.    Availability 75%

 i.      Written digitisation strategy 25%

      ii.      Digital collection 75%
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Category: 2. Social media presence
Social media presence illustrates the institution’s 
commitment to reaching the younger generations. 
In this category we evaluate presence and 
frequency of tweets/postings for the following 
social networks: Twitter, Facebook, Instagram 
and Youtube, across countries. For China, the 
assessment is limited to Weibo, Wechat and Youku.

For each network, we assess the following two 
questions:

n  Does the institution have an official account 
in this network?

 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  how active is the institution in this network?
  We assign scores depending on the number  

of posts in the last month. Score range differs 
depending on the type of social media as follows:

 For Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Weibo and 
Wechat: Score range is 0-30.We assign 0 when 
there are no posts in the specified timeframe and 
30 when there are 30 or more posts. 

 For Youtube and Youku: Score range is 0-5, we 
assign 0 when there are no posts in the specified 
timeframe and 5 when there are 5 or more posts. 

Category: 3. Interactive experience capacity
This category focuses on the availability, 
accessibility and sophistication of virtual  
tours, digital stages, apps and other types  
of interactive tools, with regards to the impact  
on cultural consumers.

n  can visitors sign up for membership online?
  We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”. 

If the institution does not offer any sort of 
membership, we assign “Not Applicable”, 
which does not penalize the score.

n  Does it offer a newsletter?
  We assign 0 points for a “no”, if online 

subscription to newsletter is not available, 
and 1 for “yes”.

n  Is the website optimised for mobile?
 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  Is the current show/exhibition and/or event 
nearest in time announced?

 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  Is it readability optimal?
  We define optimal readability as optimal font 

size  and contrast (black font over white). We 
assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  how many languages, other than native 
language, does the website support?

  We assign 0 points if website is only available 
in native language and a maximum of 5 points 
whenever 5 or more languages are supported.

n  Is the portal findable?
  Score range 0-10 is given based on the 

position on 1st page of search engine, with  
0 being the worst (if it is not on the 1st page) 
and 10 the best (the portal is in first position 
on the 1st page).
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3.2. Interactive tools
Under this sub-category we assess the interactive 
tools offering students, tourists and/or  
cultural sector professionals a pre or post  
visit interactive experience:

n  Is there any interactive tool available?
  We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  Is it rich in information?
  We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for  

“yes”, when it contains information other  
than contact details, hours, calendar or a  
brief description.

n  can tool users interact with each other?
 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  can tool users create their own content 
(galleries, playlists) and share it in  
social media?

 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  In how many languages is the tool available?
  We assign 0 points if the tool’s content is 

only available in the native language and a 
maximum of 5 points whenever it is available 
in 5 or more languages.

Category:  4. Digital access to archives
This category assesses the digital access to the 
institution’s historical analogue collection. 
We look at the issue in terms of the impact on 
cultural professionals.
 

3.1. Digital cultural content display
Under this sub-category we assess the  
digital display of cultural content through  
the following questions:

n  Is the institution work available online 
through a digital tour or stage?

 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  Is the content multimedia?
  We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  how is the video content made available?
  We use a scale of 0-2, and assign the maximum 

value if the video content is available free.  
We assign 1 point if it is pay-per-view,  
and the worst score if there is no video  
content available.

n  has the video content been originally created 
to be displayed online?

  We use a scale of 0-2, and assign the maximum 
value if the video content is available free.
We assign 1 point if it is pay-per-view, and 
the worst score if there is no original video 
content available.

n  In how many languages is the content 
available?

  We assign 0 points if content is only  
available in the native language and  
a maximum of 5 points whenever it is  
available in 5 or more languages.
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n  Does it offer an advanced search option?
 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

4.3.Quality of content
We assess the quality of the digital collection, 
whether it refers to basic information or richer 
content. Scores range from 0 to3 and differ by 
institution group:

Museums: We assign 0 points if not available, 
1 for basic content (name of author, image and 
title), 2 for medium (curator description) and 3 if 
advanced content (location of the piece).

heritage sites: We assign 0 points if not 
available, 1 for basic content (history overview), 
2 for medium (full description) and 3 if advanced 
content (access to research pieces concerning 
the site).

performing arts: We assign 0 points if not 
available, 1 for basic content (title, director, 
actors), 2 for medium (synopsis) and 3 if 
advanced content (programme handouts).

Archives: We assign 0 points if not available, 1 for 
basic content (list of documents), 2 for medium 
(partial access to documents) and 3 if advanced 
content (full access to documents).

4.4.Preservation of archives
n  we close the digital archive category with 

an assessment of the level of commitment 
of institutions to the preservation of their 
archives. we explore the following questions: 
Does the institution have a clear stated 

 4.1. Digitisation of archives
We explore the extent to which archives are 
digitsed and how far back in time the archive 
goes, through the following questions:

n  Is there a declaration of intent to digitise, 
even if there is no digital collection as yet?

 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  Is there a digital collection?
 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  to what extent is the analogue collection 
digitised?

  Score ranges from 0 to5, with 5 being the  
best (estimated extent of digitisaion in the 
range of 81%-100%) and 0 being the worst 
(no digitisation, or no info provided).

4.2.Accessibility of repositories
In this category we evaluate the extent to which 
material is made available online as well as the 
usability of the search engine.

We explore the following questions:

n  Is the digital collection available online?
  We assign 0 points for a “no”, 1 for “yes, 

but restricted to members or certain 
professionals”, and 2 if it is open and available 
for general access.

n  Does it participate in global cultural portals?
  We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.
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n  Does the website offer a special track for 
students and/or educators?

n  Is the educational content adapted for 
different age groups?

n  Does it partner with at least one educational 
institution?

n  Does it participate in comprehensive online 
learning programmes (coursera)?

 
For each of these, we assign 0 points for a  
“no” and 1 for “yes”.
 

strategy to preserve its archives?
 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  has the institution developed action plans  
for preservation?

 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  Does the institution enforce preservation 
rules for staff and/or visitors?

 We assign 0 points for a “no” and 1 for “yes”.

n  what is the estimated range of positions 
dedicated to preservation?

  Scores range 0-4, with 0 being the worst  
(no positions, or no info) and 4 being the  
best (more than 30% of their staff).

n  what is the estimated budget for preservation?
  Scores range 0-4, with 0 being the worst  

(no budget allocated, or no info) and 4 being 
the best (more than 30% of their budget).

Category:  5. Digital educational initiatives
 Lastly, we explore how the institution’s digital 
efforts affect professionals in the education field 
as well as students, across educational levels. 

We explore the following questions:

n  Does the institution offer open online courses?

n   Does it live stream on-site educational events 
and talks?

n  Does it offer education tools such as online 
games for students?



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2016



LONDON 
20 cabot square 
london 
e14 4Qw 
united Kingdom 
tel: (44.20) 7576 8000  
Fax: (44.20) 7576 8500  
e-mail: london@eiu.com

NEW YORK 
750 third Avenue 
5th Floor 
new York, nY 10017, us  
tel: (1.212) 554 0600 
Fax: (1.212) 586 0248  
e-mail: newyork@eiu.com 
 
HONG KONG 
1301 cityplaza Four 
12 taikoo wan rd 
taikoo shing 
hong Kong 
tel: (852) 2585 3888 
Fax: (852) 2802 7638  
e-mail: hongkong@eiu.com

SINGAPORE 
8 cross street 
#23-01 pwc building 
singapore 048424 
tel: (65) 6534 5177 
Fax: (65) 6428 2630 
e-mail: singapore@eiu.com

GENEVA 
rue de l’Athénée 32  
1206 geneva switzerland 
tel: (41) 22 566 2470  
Fax: (41) 22 346 9347  
e-mail: geneva@eiu.com

Whilst every effort has been taken to verify the accuracy of this information, neither The Economist Intelligence Unit Ltd. nor the sponsor of this report 

can accept any responsibility or liability for reliance by any person on this report or any of the information, opinions or conclusions set out herein.


